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The Office of the Auditor

The missions of the Office of the Auditor are assigned by the Hawaii State— Constitution
(Article VI, Section 10). The primary mission is to conduct post audits of ®he transactions,
accounts, programs, and performance of public agencies. A supplementaal mission is to
conduct such other investigations and prepare such additional reports as smay be directed
by the Legislature.

Under its assigned missions, the office conducts the following types of ex -arminations:

1. Financial audits attest to the fairness of the financial statements of agiencies. They
examine the adequacy of the financial records and accounting and ir 1ternal controls,
and they determine the legality and propriety of expenditures.

2. Management audits, which are also referred to as performance audi#s, examine the
effectiveness of programs or the efficiency of agencies or both. Thes—=e audits are also
called program audits, when they focus on whether programs are at®aining the
objectives and results expected of them, and operations audits, whern they examine
how well agencies are organized and managed and how efficiently tkesy acquire and
utilize resources.

3. Sunset evaluations evaluate new professional and occupational licere sing programs to
determine whether the programs should be terminated, continued, amr modified.
These evaluations are conducted in accordance with criteria establist 1ed by statute.

4,  Sunrise analyses are similar to sunset evaluations, but they apply to groposed rather
than existing regulatory programs. Before a new professional and oe=c upational
licensing program can be enacted, the statutes require that the meas ure be analyzed
by the Office of the Auditor as to its probable effects.

5. Health insurance analyses examine bills that propose to mandate cer—tain health
insurance benefits. Such bills cannot be enacted unless they are refe=rred to the
Office of the Auditor for an assessment of the social and financial impgoact of the
proposed measure.

6. Analyses of proposed special funds and existing trust and revolving =funds determine
if proposals to establish these funds and existing funds meet legislati ve criteria.

7. Procurement compliance audits and other procurement-related moneetaring assist the
Legislature in overseeing government procurement practices.

8.  Fiscal accountability reports analyze expenditures by the state Depart—ment of
Education in various areas.

9.  Special studies respond to requests from both houses of the Legislatmure. The studies
usually address specific problems for which the Legislature is seekincg solutions.

Hawaii's laws provide the Auditor with broad powers to examine all books=, records, files,
papers, and documents and all financial affairs of every agency. The Auditor also has the
authority to summon persons to produce records and to question persons— under oath.
However, the Office of the Auditor exercises no control function, and its autBhority is limited to
reviewing, evaluating, and reporting on its findings and recommendations —to the Legislature
and the Governor.
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. STATE OF HAWAII
Audit of the University of Hawaii's
Management of Faculty Workload
Summary Instruction ranks as the highest priority of the University of Hawaii’s three missioﬁs

of instruction, research and service. This is evidenced by Board of Regents’ policy
and by the expenditures for instructional faculty. However, controls to ensure the
effective utilization of instruction faculty continue to be lacking, This is not a new
concern; we recommended in a 1973 audit that the Board of Regents develop
policies to define and prioritize thethree companents of faculty workload. Nationally
also, university boards and state legislatures are demanding increases in faculty

instructional workload.

The board did adopt its Teaching Assignments for Instruction Faculty policy in
1982. The policy requires that faculty at the four-year campuses teach 24 semester
credit hours or 8 typical courses, and faculty at the commmumnity college teach 30
semester credit hours or 10 typlcal courses, per academic year. But the policy
allows for the substitution of non-teaching activities, provided the requests are
processed according to the administrative teachmg assignment policy.

However, we found that the lack of clarity of the board policy coupled with the
failure to enforce the administrative teaching policy has resulted in ineffective
management of faculty resources. The board policy does not specify a minimum
teaching requirement so instructional faculty may be permitted to teach no courses
at all. We found this to be the case in our analysis of 22 departments at Manoa and
all faculty at the remaining nine campuses. There were variations among the four-
year campuses. Among the community colleges the Leeward faculty teaching
load was 20 percent higher than the Maui faculty load.

We found that, in contradiction to administrative policy, across-the-board reductions
in teaching requirements are granted, permitting faculty at four-year campuses to
teach as few as two courses per academic year. Students thus have fewer courses
available and the use of and costs for lecturers may increase.

‘When instructional faculty are relieved of teaching, board policy requires that

equivalent credits be developed for non-instructional duties.

‘We found that

equivalencies are poorly defined and sometimes suspect. We found examples
where the equivalent credit for the same activity differed between faculty, the
amount of the credit appearing to be simply what each faculty member needed to
comply with the board’s teaching assignment policy.
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Ineffective controls on faculty teaching assignments also contributedto theimproper
compensation of faculty. Faculty were paid for overload teaching assignments
although they did not teach the minimum number of courses to qualify for overload
pay. In addition, a foreign national was paid about $128,000 despite his inability
to obtain the proper work visa and despite his failure to fulfill his teaching duties.

Recommendations
and Response

We recommended that the Board of Regents clarify its requirements for the
instructional, research and service components of instructional faculty workload.
We also recommended that the board establish a minimum teaching assignment
for all instructional faculty. We further recommended that the president of the
university ensure that equivalencies across campuses are equitable and that faculty
overload requests are processed in compliance with the contractual agreement
between the Board of Regents and the University of Hawaii Professional Assembly.
The university responded that it has already taken steps to ensure overload requests
are teviewed properly. '

The board ‘and president generally disagree with our finding regarding the
adequacy of the current board teaching assignment policy. They maintain the
policy is clear and purposely-provides for judgments and variability in the
implementation process.

- The university maintains that it monitors baseline workload measures through

average workload in internal reports. The university claims the use of these reports
by us attests to the reports’ validity. But our use of these reports was limited to
identifying what average workload measures the university uses. We went
further—to the actual teaching assignments of individual faculty for both the fall
and spring semesters in 1994-95. The university incorrectly states that we focused

- ononlythe fall semester. Itis the universify s report on average workload measures

that is limited to the fall semester,

The university indicated faculty expenditures identified in the draft report were
incorrect. Our calculations were based upon expenditure data as presented by the
university. Amendments were made to the draft report to reflect the university’s
revised presentation of data.

‘Marion M. Higa y Office of the Auditor
State Auditor . 465 South King Street, Room 500
State of Hawaii Henolulu, Hawaii 96813

(808) 587-0800
FAX (808) 587-0830
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Foreword

This is a report of our audit of the University of Hawaii’s management
of faculty workload. The audit was conducted pursuant to Section 23-4
Hawaii Revised Statutes, which requires the Auditor to conduct
postaudits of the transactions, accounts, programs, and performance of
all departments, offices, and agencies of the State and its political
subdivisions.
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We wish to express our appreciation for the cooperation and assistance
extended by the Board of Regents and the officials and staff of the
University of Hawatii.

Marion M. Higa
State Aunditor
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Chapter 1

Introduction and Background

The University’s
Mission Is Tied to
Its Land Grant
Origin

Instruction is a stated
priority for the
University of Hawaii

Faculty are a university’s most significant resource. Full and proper
utilization of that resource enables a university to address its mission and
accomplish its goals. To direct faculty toward that mission, the

~university must determine and clearly articulate the amount and type of

work that is expected of them. This expectation is known as faculty

. workload.

This audit examines the University of Hawaii’s management of faculty
workload. It was conducted pursuant to Section 23-4, Hawaii Revised
Statues, which requires the State Auditor to conduct postaudits of the
transactions, accounts, programs and performance of all departments,
offices, and agencies of the State and its political subdivisions.

Under provisions of the 1862 Morrill Act and the 1887 Hatch Act, the
University of Hawaii was founded in 1907 as a land-grant college. _
These two acts have enabled states, receiving federal funds and land, to
establish colleges offering programs in agriculture, engineering, and
home economics. These acts also allowed the colleges to create research
and experimental stations. In 1914, the Smith-Lever Act provided
federal support to colleges for extension work m agriculture and home
economics. Provisions of these three acts serve as the basis for the
university’s multiple mission of instruction, research, and service.

Although the university has a multiple mission, instruction is the most
important component. The Board of Regents Bylaws and Policies
Section 9-16 states that instruction is the university’s highest priority and
that teaching is the most important duty of university faculty. The
priority given to instruction is confirmed by the university’s

expenditures for faculty.

In FY1994-95, the university expended approximately $176 million, or
29 percent of its total budget, for faculty positions. As illustrated in
Exhibit 1.1, about $138 million (78 percent of faculty expenditures) was
for instructional faculty (I) and community college faculty (C) whose
primary responsibilities are to teach students. The remaining $38
million was expended for faculty who do not usnally have instructional
duties: researchers (R}, librarians (B), extension agents (A), and

- specialists (8).
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Exhibit 1.1
University of Hawaii Expenditures by Faculty Category
FY1994-95

Research {R) Faculty
$18,468,727
1%

Specialist (S) Faculty
$13,191,387
8%

Extension Agents (A)
' $2,245,758
1%

‘iﬁ‘f‘@& Librarians (B)

$3,924,849
2%

B Research {R) Faculty $18,468,727

Instructional (I} @ Specialist (S) Faculty $13,191,367

Faculty O Extension Agent (A} $2,245,758
$137,693,921 '
78% & Librarians (B) $3,924,849

Oinstructionat {l} Faculty $137,693,921

Total Faculty Expenditure = $175,524,622

¥ Note: ANl community college (c) faculty are identified as instructional.

Source: Expenditures derived from the University of Hawalii's Office of Human
Resources, Faculty by Function Report, April 1996.

Systemwide, the university employs a total of 3,065 full-time equivalent
(FTE) faculty as shown in Exhibit 1.2. Manoa is the only campus with
research faculty, who are generally assigned to Organized Research
Units. Researchers comprise about 14 percent of Manoa’s faculty and
generally. do not have formal classroom instruction responsibilities.
Specialist faculty are assigned to the Manoa and Hilo campuses.
Specialists are found in a variety of academic units and are utilized for
particular areas of expertise such as student counseling and faculty
academic support. Specialists constitute approximately 12 percent and 9
percent of the Manoa and Hilo campuses, respectively. Extension agents
comprise 2 percent of Manoa’s faculty and generally provide community
support services through the College of Tropical Agriculture and Human
Resources.
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Exhibit 1.2
Faculty Positions by Function at the University of
Hawaii Academic Year 1994-95

Total #{ Instructional | Research | Speclalist | Extension
Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty Agent | Librarfans
Campus {FTE) {FTE) [FTE} {FTE) {FTE) {FTE)

Manoa .1 1,980 1,246 282 243 47 72
West Oahu 23 21 o] o o 2
Hilo 169 146 0 16 0 7
Community Colleges 883 8863 o} o 0 .
Systemwide 3,065 2,396 282 259 47 81

NOTE; Faculty FTE (full time equivalent) was determined by averaging the Fall 19984
and Spring 1995 FTE count, '

*All community college faculty are identified as instructional, including
academic support faculty such as counselors and librarians.

Souce: University of Hawaii's Office of Human Resources, Faculty by Function
Report, April 1996.

Organization of the
University

The university system is govemed by an eleven-member Board of Regents
appointed by the governor. According to Article X, Section 6 of the
Hawaii State Constitution, the board has “exclusive jurisdiction over the
internal organization and management of the university.” The board is
responsible for appointing the president of the university who serves as
executive officer of the board. As exccutive officer, the president is
responsible for administering the board’s policies and for providing
educational leadership. Since 1985, the president has served in the dual
role of university president and Manoa campus chancellor.

The university is a statewide systerm of ten campuses with a total

~ enrollment of approximately 50,000 students. The campuses are

classified as follows:

University of Hawaii at Manoa (Manoa campus) is the only
comprehensive baccalaureate, graduate, and research campus in the
system, The Manoa campus is classified as a Research University I by
the Carmegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. This means
the Manoa campus has a full range of baccalaureate programs, a
commitment to graduate education through the doctorate level, a high
priority on research, and the ability to maintain certain minimum levels
of federal and other research funding support. Accordingly, Manoa
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campus faculty are more heavily engaged in research than are faculty at
the other campuses. As noted above, the president of the university
serves as the Manoa chancellor.

The University of Hawaii at Hilo and the University of Hawaii-West

Qahu focus on undergraduate education and award baccalaureate

degrees. In addition to educating traditional undergraduate students, the

‘West Oahu campus targets non-traditional students, including parents

and older students. The Hilo and West Oalm campuses are administered
. by one chancellor.

Seven community colleges—four on Oahu (Honolulu, Kapiolani,
Leeward and Windward) and one each on Kauai, Maui and Hawaii—
broaden access to higher education in Hawaii by providing open-door
admissions to liberal arts, vocational education, pre-professional, and
professional programs. The seven community colleges are administered
by one chancellor. Each community college campus also has its own
provost to serve as chief administrator.

Each of the chancellors reports to the president. Daily operations for
each of the ten campuses are administered by provosts, deans, and
department chairs. Department chairs are generally responsible for
assigning faculty workload, which includes instructional, research, and
service components. The university organizational chart is shown in
Exhibit 1.3.

Objectives of the The objectives of this andit were to:

Audit . . o o
1. Identify current policies and practices within the University of

Hawaii relating to faculty workload.

2. Assess the university’s management practices relating to faculty
workload.

3. Make recommendations as appropriate.

Scope and This audit included a review of instructional faculty workload policies

Methodol ogy and practices at each campus of the University of Hawaii system.
Policies and practices affecting researchers, librarians, extension agents,
and specialists were not included in the review. We reviewed teaching
assignments for faculty at 22 departments at the Manoa campus and for
all faculty at the remaining nine campus sites. We reviewed the Board
of Regents’ and the administrative teaching assignment policies and
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University of Hawaii Organizational Chart

Board of Regents
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assessed compliance with these policies as well as with workload
standards developed at the college and department levels. We also
examined overload practices at the university and assessed the use of
management controls to ensure the efficient use of and proper
compensation to faculty.

Our work included interviews with senior university management,
college deans, provosts, department chairs, and faculty. We also
reviewed instructional workload activity reports, personnel records, and
other pertinent records. We iterviewed representatives from, and
reviewed workload studies of, national organizations.

Our work was performed from December 1995 through December 1996
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.



Chapter 2

Workload of Instructional Faculty Should Be Clearly
Defined and Closely Monitored

The University of Hawaii has a multiple mission of instruction, research,
and service. Instruction is the most important element of that mission.

~ We find that the university has not met the challenge of propetly

directing faculty toward the university’s teaching priority. The Board of
Regents has not clearly defined its expectations regarding the amount
and type of work that instructional faculty are to perform. Furthermore,
the university’s administration has not sufficiently monitored workload
to ensure an efficient utilization of resources. Consequently, the
taxpaying public has no assurance that faculty, the university’s most
costly resource, have provided students with the most cost efficient
access to instruction.

Summary of
Findings

1. The Board of Regents” teaching assignment policy does not establish
a clear workload standard to ensure that faculty are held accountable
for meeting the university’s instructional priority.

2. Variations i faculty workload have not been adequately justified.
Specifically, teaching equivalents for non-instructional duties are
inconsistently applied and college-wide teaching assignments ignore
the review process required by the university’s administrative
teaching assignment policy.

3. Deficient personnel practices at the university have resulted in
unjustified supplemental payments to faculty and expenditures for
service not received.

Board’s Faculty
Workload Policy Is
Poorly Defined

Board of Regents’ Policy 9-16, Teaching Assignments for Instructional
Faculty, was adopted in 1982 to satisfy a legislative requirement that the
university establish a clear faculty workload standard. The board’s
policy does not satisfy the Legislature’s requirement. The policy does
not establish exactly what constitutes facuity workload and does not
clearly identify a minimum teaching assignment for instructional faculty.
Consequently, the policy is unenforceable and meaningless. Until the
university clarifies the policy, it cannot expéct to hold faculty
accountable to appropriate workload standards.
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The need for clarity is
not a new issue

Demand for faculty
accountability is
increasing

The need to establish clear faculty workload standards is not a new issue.
Our 1973 Audit of the University of Hawaii's Faculty Workload, Report
No. 73-2, found that the university lacked clear faculty workload
policies. 'We recommended that the Board of Regents develop policies
to define and prioritize the instructional, research, and service
components of faculty workload. We also recommended that the Board
of Regents require the university’s administration to establish a
management control and reporting system to utilize faculty more
efficiently and to monitor complance with workload policies.

Eight years later, in our Management Audit of the University of Hawaii,
Report No. 81-9, we found that the university was no closer to
developing and implementing clear, consistent, and reasonable policies
on faculty workload despite repeated calls for action and frequent
assurances that corrective steps were being taken. We recommended
that the Legislature withhold funding for new instructional positions
until the university adopted a workload standard identifying a minimum
teaching assignment for instructional faculty, and specific activities that
warrant reduction from teaching assignments.

The Legislature froze all new instructional positions in response to our
recommendation. Subsequently, the Board of Regents renewed its
workload policy efforts. It formally adopted the Teaching Assignments
Jor Instructional Faculty policy in January 1982, noting the board’s
willingness to be held accountable for expenditures of public resources.
Eight years later, the university administration relcased its administrative
policy on teaching assignments for instructional facuity.

‘We found that the board’s policy is inadequate because the policy’s
wording is contradictory and does not provide adequate guidance to
ensure proper management of faculty workload. We further found that
the administrative teaching policy has not been properly implemented or
enforced. : '

The need for faculty workload standards reflects a growing national
trend to develop faculty accountability measures. University boards
across the nation have established policies addressing faculty workload.
About 90 percent of governing boards {those which manage universities)
and 47 percent of coordinating boards (those which mediate between
universities and governing boards) have established or are considering
establishing workload policies. In addition, state legislatures are
reviewing faculty workload and demanding increases in faculty
instructional workload productivity.

At least 23 states are reporf:ed to be considering ways of more closely
monitoring faculty productivity, and eight states have specifically
legislated some aspect of faculty workload. For example, Ohio’s 1993

























































































































































